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ARILT: g oG 39 1d i USdTe el ¢ o fig [darg sifafam, 1955 & dgd datfees Jgd chl AN oAy ST IR <ITATad daTfees Stia § 37T aTelt A Shis-TSal
3R ARYeR g Y Soft & o Tepat arel STERUT & di Y SR R &1 39 TRie gudeReT SR g SifdeRt il grefueT & wefda srfarfgal & def §
foarg & a1g A9 dey wnfia T g1 o iR A siadar & o+t 387 arelt srfarsal W forar foran mar &1 fafdes fsatwor qur urifies damfes ofk amnfSies ity &
STYUR TR ©kG IE &@dT & foh ST & J&I diorsal [l Stiaaredt & via-Tete @red iR Jarfe e Sl Hd g1 e Aehell & | 71 i a<h & foh Ararerdy
I U AT Sl URFATITT T STeRT-31eTT STTehel T AT | 3T ST H hisATS hl Tepfd 3R @iy, ST Shia-=2al sl SieRvT 3R 399 I9 ARG
e i TefiRar urifes &1 < o fAeed @ R vt dred aret Are A AT YT i IR 3 § JaTigh Aed Fal e Bl AIFGS ik SR gl 8t ST
fAofa arrer 6 okt 8k Tgd A= aret Shaareft &R U2 37 e R AR oRar g1

T [eG — HHIRIeh FHedl, - hid-1sal, T & a1e d- Teier Rfia 7 g1, =flieh gereeneor, arue iRt hY greaiusr, darfes Ted, g g sifdfem
19551

Abstract: This article examines how courts distinguish sexual difficulties within marriage from conduct that may amount to mental cruelty when a
spouse seeks matrimonial relief under the Hindu Marriage Act, 1955. It considers non-consummation and persistent difficulties with sexual intimacy
in the context of judicial separation and proceedings for restitution of conjugal rights. Drawing on legal analysis and relevant scientific and social
research, the article explores how difficulties with intimacy may affect a spouse’s emotional well-being and the marital relationship. It argues that
courts should assess the circumstances of each case, including the nature and duration of the difficulty, the conduct of both spouses, and the
severity of the resulting distress. The article concludes that recognizing mental cruelty in appropriately evidenced cases does not make the
threshold for matrimonial relief unduly permissive. The assessment turns on the circumstances and their impact on the spouse seeking relief.
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1. USTET 1 A9 Hey Wfid 7 g1 U & §, Wl a1 uRRAAT § S HieAE @ §,
1 T HTeR0T T ¢ Forech aRumm Afieh gheaT & STRIY &t g\ & 81
T ST T I T ordanaR & e T A SR @ Rl harne e A G T AT 9 6 & 3 Rl oRffat # req <o el e 3 AT it

. 3rfdeh =T qt A8l §1 &A1l g f@d) TUier Ut &1 IR A & forg sifafaaw
B Gl 21 39 fafder urifenar g9 a1d R AR el & o 9 faemg & 35 e e 1 v g v v £ Ryscior e 21 7R e
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& Gaifdd denf ot fafder ofik aRfRfasa TR R @ mar g1 fed o &
AR @Ry W I deei a1 A goa RIfUd & & fog 9 o &

ST ST 3ichs U g1 fhg Y &
2. fang o1 gt iR danfes wiga & sremT YR

Id i@ fqarg & el &Y SauRun &l fFarg & uya A9 dey wiftd g 9
SISt &1 TSI &THT 31T U9T & THeROT &hY &78dT a1 T o §141 I Garet
& Uepfa, FAawar a1 HfYa grar & Tl ugggedt o Fofa T8l v TRar) gt
a<g faarg & uget Fi sidrar fqarg & arg &t farfea oRfAfaat &1 s s
T 8T ohal | FrToieh T 3R Rt et eromai o) fafdes vwmor &
T TR G T SR 59 fascrwor § =&} foram man g1

4qRT 12(1)(F) faarg =t e & ol g o1 uah fafde smaR &t §, s«
gaeff &t F s1erTar & R faTg 1 dal T g3 811 39 SMUR W AT #
g 3R T 7 g U & S H&Y Agayul &1 AT Ay a1 ued
Teieft pforE @ ag Ge w@a: g 781 g1 arRienrenal @t O SR R Tgd
1fey, Ia% T & T1ed UJd AT gIdT 8

gRT 13(1)(i-a) fIam8 & dud g & a5 ATfIehehal & 1Y FR AER H
foraTe-faede & SuR & FU A W@l §1 9RT 10 & Sfarid =arides gueRmvor 3R
YRT 9 & Sidid TFUT BRI hl GARATUAT SrelT Wed &1 forelt gaeerfomm
e & famfed smraRur urfie g It &, R ST FAREitexur, =i
TRl 3R foarg-fareee ht <rd geh T gl i1 fenelt et & wel wer rgd
% W& 3R I JuTieh YR § 73 gia1 8|

3. AFfeh et o1 aRfRAfasTT smede

Maya Devi v. Jagdish Prasad [1] & SMUR R I @ WE &am &
AT ARG Fie de HfAd T8l §1 Staamel} a1 SraRoT SHeh AT @red
1 el & ey 7 1R ok giheTa smeieRt SaT R TendT §1 ST ST
geff it aRfRTr, Janfees Hey 3k agR & e+ A fowaT S11aT 81 39 gfeeto
H TEROT & U9 3R IG& FATYT i Ay Aewa e 81

Shakuntala Kumari v. Om Prakash Ghai [2] # 7 @@ @ea &
HRUT A ey WT A & HfEE SR AR TR T § FHAR &
9 SR R 9 &1 8| WreRg-Tadt HfSTS o 1ef aRFAfTAT & STUR R sIeet
TehdT &1 @ TAY T It AIGR I edich hid THY STaTeld i ITeT HaH,
U TR0 SR gER Sigardt )R ugr uwE &1 giar 81 et fasy
Mg a1 darfgen Sttad & oh ATawifies AT & ghear o faRor 98 fohar s
e

Kaslefsky v. Kaslefsky [3] & Scoi@ 59 9raurt & forg fomar mar g f6
el <l Soft Y I ST ae et © &l & ot fafdes Ag e Tadr &1
Id &g @ 9Fd d% 9 $eR SR 1R afd &t e & w9 A
Sheldon v. Sheldon [4] @T ft Iei@ eaT g1 & & Ru 7 Ruté-Teaf
3R ITY S Y YA Y G WE 8 §1 ST 39 FUGR B I U &t
I fvia o1 qE fentf ATeny Terci SR =gt s a8

Srikant Rangacharya Adya v. Anuradha [5] & 3gd gf®ehl0T T8 s
g o IR gxar & Y SRR Tie a1 o™ Ugar i H &R AW #
foriaes =gt gidl H@em 3R ura SrerT ust &1 fohr off H=m & vHToT @t S
forelt TaraTTa HfSATE wt SruR STy gRar H uRafda gl sl =l siree
& forg uetl o1 cagR, S9! eef iR vt U a1y 3= usd &l

4. ggafa, i sk mufawm

Td @@ Kusum Lata v. Kamta Prasad [6] & Uit & SIRIU &l o
&l & o ufd 3 ST 31 & fAog A9 Jey R SR fean g9 IergRur &
HE<T I8 & fOh =aT o U STaTaT o 7T o AT I folg ST 1Y gara
T oft 35 Gopar &1 frht Samameft it i &1 Siehe R T gER
TgHfd, W 3R AMRes WA St e & [T AT eh g

Shashi Bala v. Rajiv Arora [7] ¥ I o dg a1 T80T &l & fh a1
ey URERE g 8 3R Ieh! foRelt [ffya smgf ot @t Sufoat w o =18t
foRaT ST GerdT| 3T SETed @1 e i fafafer iy o @ e fanfea
FAER & WEY 3R IGh T WR ST &

Sumit v. Preeti [8] & mufawn &t uRf&xfat & iy we<a o1l gt o &
3G fraR & SrgaR TR g & Wiy A dddt § west @ 39 A §

03

ST ST SR g1 AT 7TAT| g IETE<0T T & foh TareeanTa uRfRfd et srem
TG FHael SRR I Ry Fere wR TR faswor STeRT 38 ST &1

5. i 31&/dl, &IV 4R ey

Rita Nijhawan v. Balkishan Nijhawan [9] & 7 @@ Ua @ qariga
e @1 quie ar §1 Ut 3 SIRIT AT foh RS W deh I S HdSeh
I e g1 g | THURT SR Har o1 5+ +ff A1t St guyfa & o1 99 o
& IR AW # 1l gueul &t i & 181 59 vl @ ugd e
e & Aft 7 Agd, uel F R SR sreTed & Aty srerT W@ A1yl
A T ST & TAT o HiAd SHTERUT R ITH 3 ARG HE & aoft mei
T AT 8l el

Shri Rajiv Chadha v. Shama Kapoor [10] & 7« o darfge Sia&ar
& Hg<d W e et & Jarewr & w0 # Igd &al ¢l Ut Reuaforat st
IUANT Geferd Arer & deof A foram st =nfeu fonelt faare & el &Y srdamar,
@y 3R ggafa $f ardfde Rffaat g eyt @ s Iualif &1

9 A I JeTeH U16 diF TS 9 3@l ¢ Uga, diaen fohd dearfies
MR R 8? gEwT, faaa A siemar, sRffae w=gw, &9 w7 da
SRl @agR a1 gard # § fhad gefdd g7 dieRr, &fdd SmeRor iRk ek
A% HF & d &Y & g9 & ai9-a1 918 g2 57 usil § FAredfia?or &
forg smasges Tt ok sremar Waeh W1ed Y gRar & <9 # Ui SreRur
3R 3T U F 31T fohaT ST gehdt &1

6. fArepef

ot o Y FEg =TT I8 & o vai area aret arell J siakrar @ 92 ek
AT HE ot A U § A=y &1 dariee Ted & AHGE Hi SIAfdd IgR
T8I AT 39 AT & I off wWE g1 A9 wfsarsal, Wreara stemar iR
SaaTar ¥ et sruenst # SR rT-oren Rt §1 IAeh qedi an
JeTies STTUR, SITeRUT 6T Safy 3R uepfa, vl &t aRfEIfo, wewfa aur g
UTd o YR TR Rar ST T1fgQ | 39 ke WHRie FxaT o J1MEs TR Ame!
H Tgd Y oIS FC W@dT & R I datfee SR & I Ag WE
HRAT gl
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